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P-R-O-C-E-E-D-I-N-G-S
(10:05 a.m.)

FACILITATOR CAMERON: Good morning. My
name is Chip Cameron, and I am the Special Counsel for
Public Liaison at the Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
the NRC, and I would like to welcome you to the NRC
public meeting this morning.

And our topic for today is the NRC's plans
to conduct full-scale testing of spent fuel
transportation casks, and that plan is embodied in this
report that all of you should have, the Package
Performance Study Test Protocols.

And it is my pleasure to serve as your
Facilitator for the meeting today, and my general
responsibility in that role will be to try to help all
of you have a productive meeting.

Before we get into the substance of
today's discussions, I just wanted to talk a little bit
about meeting process issues -- the purpose of the
meeting, the format and ground rules -- and go through
the agenda for you so you know what to expect today.

In terms of why we are here, the first
purpose is to clearly explain the NRC plans to do full-
scale testing; why are we doing this, what is planned,

and how are we going to try to accomplish it.
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The second purpose and the most important
purpose is to listen to your views and recommendations
on these plans. The ultimate goal is to use the
discussion today, and any written comments that we get,
any comments from other types of public meetings on
this issue, and to use those comments to assist us in
finalizing the test protocol.

In terms of the format for the meeting, we
are in what we all a roundtable format, and obviously
not literally round, but we have a broad spectrum of
affected interests, commonly called stakeholders around
the table, and people whose organizations are affected,
and concerned, and knowledgeable about these
transportation issues.

And the purpose of doing a roundtable
format 1like this 1is that we are fundamentally
interested in each person's views on these issues, but
in a roundtable we want to try to engage all of you in
a discussion of those individual views by others around
the table.

And we hope that this will give us another
perspective, another type of information that we won't
get just by reading the individual comments, or just by
hearing individual oral comments that are presented at

the meetings.
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And this leads me to the ground rules.
The first one is to try to be focused and concise in
your comments today. The roundtable gives us an
opportunity to develop a richness of views on these
views, but it means that we have to sacrifice going
into a lot of detail on your individual comments.

And we want to make sure that everybody
around the table has an opportunity to express their
views and we want to cover all the items on the agenda,
and hopefully get us out of here at a reasonable hour
at the end of the day.

So I would just ask you to try to keep
your comments to major points. I know that that can be
difficult on these controversial issues, but let's see
how we can do with that.

If you have a recommendation, please try
to give us the rationale behind that recommendation.

You have name tags in front of you, and if you want to
talk, please put this up on the end, and that will cue
me into the fact that you do have something to say, and
will relieve you of the burden of having your hand up
all the time.

Because we want to get the reaction of
others around the table to your views, I may not take

the cards in the order that they come up so that we can
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follow what I call discussion threads, and please only
speak one at a time, because we are having a transcript
taken.

Our stenographer is right over there, and
that transcript will be available before the written
comment period closes, and so you will have an
opportunity to look at that.

Now, because we want to try to get a
discussion of views, we are in the roundtable format,
and the focus is up here, but we know that this is an
important issue obviously to all of you who are in the
audience.

And so at several times during the meeting
I will go on to you to see if you have any comments or
questions. So we will be out to you for your views.

In terms of the agenda for today's
meeting, we are going to give you some background
first, some relatively brief presentations by the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission and our expert
consultants, on what are the NRC responsibilities
generally for these types of issues, and what is our
mission, and why are we doing full-scale cask testing,
and some details of what we plan to do.

And I will be introducing the speakers in

a minute, and we will go to you for questions about
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those presentations to make sure that we have as much
clarity on this before we go into the discussion.

The next item on the agenda is called
participant interests, and this is basically just a
short statement of your major interests and concerns on
this issue. It will provide a foundation for our
discussions through the rest of the day, and it will
also help us do some agenda building to make sure that
we are covering all of the items of importance to you.

And again try to keep it to 2 minutes, or
3 minutes. I know that can seem like an incredibly
short period of time. I know that some people will go
beyond 2 or 3 minutes, and some people less. But try
to keep it short, and there will be plenty of
opportunities throughout the day for everybody to talk
on the issues.

The first major discussion piece is called
overarching issues, and basically we want to take a
look at what are the objectives for doing this full-
scale testing. There is a number of them stated;
public confidence, realism, confirmatory.

We want to talk about and hear your views
on those objectives, and how you define them, for
example, and what does public confidence mean. How do

you build public confidence in terms of a program like
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this.

What are the relationships among the
objectives in terms of full-scale testing. Do you have
to do different types of testing to gain public
confidence, whatever that is, and then what you would
need to confirm the NRC's models that are used in
licensing.

And this is also going to be the time I
think to talk about advantages and disadvantages of
full-scale testing, and some of you are going to have
proposals on how to do it differently than what the NRC
has proposed.

And we are here to listen to that and to
consider that before we go on to develop a final plan.

We will finally get to lunch, and that is an hour-and-
a-half, and so I think that should give you plenty of
time for lunch.

And then we are back to look at a couple
of general testing issues, types and numbers of casks,
for example; and that should be pretty short. We then
go to the discussion of the aspects of the test
protocol on fire testing.

And for each of these discussion areas, we
are going to have a member of the NRC staff do what I

call tee the issue up, so that you understand what the
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major issues of concern to us are there, and Amy
Snyder, who is here, and who will introduce herself in
a minute, is going to tee that up for us.

We do have some -- we know that there is a
lot of interest in something called the Baltimore
Tunnel fire, and we do have some data on that and we
are going to have Mr. Chris Bajwa from the NRC staff,
a thermal engineer, tell us what the NRC has looked at
there.

And also besides, I know that there are
probably other people that have expertise on that, but
Fred Dilger and Bob Halstead up at the table, who have
just done a paper on that, and we can probably make
available.

Okay. After fire testing, we take a
break, and then we are going to come back to impact
testing, and discuss that, and then see if there is any
other issues.

And there may be process issues of
concern, and I think we probably should discuss that
during the overarching issues, and by process issues,
I mean what types of public input, further public
involvement should there be as the NRC develops these
test protocols and actually implements them.

And I think that people will have ideas on
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that. I would just thank all of you for taking the
time to be here today and let's just go around the
table quickly and introduce ourselves.

You will get a chance to tell us about
your interests and concerns later this morning, but
let's just find out who everybody is, and then I will
introduce Bill Brach, and we will go to the first
presentation. Amy, do you want to start?

MS. SNYDER: Good morning, everyone. I am
Amy Snyder, and I am the project manager for the spent
fuel project office, the NRC spent fuel project office,
and I am glad that you could come here to listen to
your comments, and ideas, and consider them. Thank
you.

MR. DANNER: Good morning. My name is Tom
Danner, and I am with the NAC International, a cask
supplier to our industry. I represent the engineering
and licensing part of the business, and hope to be able
to be a compliment to the program.

MR. BOYLE: Good morning. I am Rick
Boyle, and I work with the U.S. Department of
Transportation in their hazardous material safety
office, and I head up their radioactive material
transport branch. Thank you.

MR. HALSTEAD: I am Bob Halstead, a
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Transportation Advisor to the State of Nevada's Agency
for Nuclear Projects.

MR. DILGER: I am Fred Dilger with Clark
County, Nevada, and I am the transportation advisor for
Clark County, Nevada, as it relates to nuclear waste
shipments.

MS. JOHNSON: Good morning. I am Peggy
Maze Johnson, and I am the executive director of
Citizen Alert. We are an organization that has been in
Nevada for 27 years fighting the transportation of
nuclear waste to our State.

MS. TREICHEL: Judy Trichel, Nevada
Nuclear Waste Task Force. Thank you.

MR. KESSLER: John Kessler, manager of
EPRI's spent fuel and high level waste disposal
program.

MR. SORENSON: Good morning, Ken Sorenson,
Sandia National Laboratories. We are the technical
support organization for the NRC on this program.

DR. MURPHY: I am Andy Murphy, with the
NRC research office, and I am the project manager for
the package performance study.

MR. BRACH: Good morning. I am Bill
Brach, and I am the director of the NRC's spent fuel

project office.
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MS. TILGES: Good morning, Kalynda Tilges,
executive director, Shundahai Network.

MR. PEGUES: Good morning. I am Jim
Pegues representing the City of Las Vegas, and I would
like to welcome everyone from out of town.

MR. WELLS: Good morning. I am John
Wells, and I am the Southern Representative to the
Western Shoshone National Council, which is the
traditional government of the Western Shoshone Nation.

DR. BOBB: Good morning. My name is Dr.
Bonnie Everhart Bobb, and I am the director of the
Office of Environmental Protection of +the Yomba
Shoshone Tribe, which is under the Shoshone Nation.

MR. MEYERS: I cam Calvin Meyers, from the
Moapa Paiutes and I am the Environmental Coordinator
for the tribe.

MS. MARQUES: Hi, I am Cindy Marques, and
I am Western Shoshone, and I work for the Ely Shoshone
Tribe as an environmental specialist.

MR. ZABRANSKY: I am David Zabransky from
DOE's Radioactive Waste Management Program.

MR. CONROY: Good morning. I am Michael
Conroy from the U.S. Department of Energy, Office of
Environmental Management, Office of Transportation.

MS. LARSEN: I am Josie Larsen, Director
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of White Pine County's Nuclear Waste Project Office.

MR. BAUGHMAN: Mike Baughman, Lincoln
County, Intertech Services, and designated by the
Secretary of Energy and host of one of the sites
identified by DOE for rail and truck transportation of
radioactive waste.

MR. CHANNELL: Jim Channell, Deputy
Director of the New Mexico Environmental Evaluation
Group. I have been involved in all kinds of
transportation waste shipment issues for over 20 years.

MR. JSASCZAK: I am Cash Jsasczak, and I
am here substituting for Mal Murphy, who normally would
represent the Nye County Natural Resources and Federal
Facilities Office.

MS. NIELSON: I am Diane Nielson, and I am
the executive director of the Utah Department of
Environmental Quality and the State's contact on the
present fuel storage proposal.

FACILITATOR CAMERON: Okay. Thank you,
and thank you, Diane. I thank all of you. You can see
that we have an impressive group of people around the
table today, and I just wanted to add one thing in
terms of John Kessler.

EPRI is the Electric Power Research

Institute, and I don't know who is more actively
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involved in this testing program than other places, but
I know that there is a lot, and so we will try to make
sure that we tell people what those acronyms mean as we
go along today.

And let me introduce Bill Brach. He
already told you that he is the Director of the Spent
Fuel Project Office, and that is the key organization
within the Nuclear Regulatory Commission that handles
the regqulatory aspects of spent fuel transportation and
other issues.

And Bill has been with the NRC and the
Atomic Energy Commission, the AEC, the predecessor to
the NRC, for 30 years. And he originally started out
back at -- I was going to say the turn of the century,
but it was 1971, as an inspector in the AEC's Oak
Ridge, Tennessee, field office.

He has been involved in almost every
aspect of NRC regulatory activities. Safegquards,
licensing issues, vendor inspections, reactor
licensing, performance evaluation, low level waste and
decommissioning, and the medical and industrial use of
nuclear materials.

So he has managed all aspects of these
programs, and since 1999, he has been the Director of

the Spent Fuel Project Office, and I will turn it over
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to Bill at this point.

MR. BRACH: Good morning everyone. I
didn't feel old until I listened to Chip, and with his
turn of the century comment, I am not quite that dated.

But again good morning, and on behalf of the NRC, I
want to welcome all of you to today's roundtable
discussion, and our workshop on spent fuel
transportation package performance study.

As Chip mentioned, I am the Director of
the Spent Fuel Project Office, and our office licenses
and inspects interim storage facilities for spent
nuclear fuel, as well as the certification of
transportation of radioactive material, including the
transportation of spent fuel.

The NRC's principal and guiding mission is
protecting public health and safety, common defense and
security, and the environment. The NRC's primary role
in transportation of spent fuel to a repository would
be certification of packages used for transportation.

I believe the NRC is well positioned to
maintain its independent focus on maintaining safety in
this important activity. The NRC staff believes that
shipments of spent fuel in the U.S. are safe using the
current regulations and programs.

I believe that is an important point, and
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let me repeat that, because I think it is important to
be sure that we have that as a backdrop if you will for
our discussions later today on the package performance
study.

We on the NRC staff believe that the
shipments of spent fuel in the U.S. are safe using the
current regulations and current programs. This belief
is based on NRC's confidence in the robustness of the
shipping containers that we certify, and the ongoing
research in transportation safety.

And also as noted in the third bullet in
the overhead, this confidence is based on industry's
compliance with safety regulations and the conditions
of certificates that has resulted in an outstanding
transportation safety record.

We have been studying the issue of
transportation safety for more than 25 years, and we
continually find that the likelihood of release from an
accident and the associated risks to the public are
extremely low.

Even so the NRC continues to be vigilant
about transportation safety as an essential part of our
mission. The NRC follows an aggressive program to
investigate and assess the continued safety of spent

fuel shipments, including analyzing spent fuel

NEAL R. GROSS

NIRRT PREDNRTERQ ANIN TRANQNARIRERQ




18

transportation experience, and records, to better
understand safety issues.

Evaluating new transportation issues, such
as the potential for increased shipment levels,
increased and changing cask contents, populations among
the routes, and other factors, as well as using new
technology, such as enhanced modeling and analysis
tools to estimate the current and future levels of
potential risks to the public.

The package performance study, or the PPS,
and I apologize, as Chip has mentioned, we use a lot of
acronyms, but PPS is one that we will be using quite
prevalently today, and that is the package performance
study, an important part of the NRC's confirmatory
research program for spent fuel transport.

The Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research
has the NRC lead for the study, with assistance from
our office, the Spent Fuel Project Office, for
problematic direction, as well as public outreach
activities.

I want to be clear that we recognize that
some stakeholders do not share the NRC's confidence in
its regulatory programs. We believe that the package
performance study can be appropriately used for others

to understand, and I will add to hopefully gain and
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share in our confidence.

I want to provide now just a very brief
overview of the package performance study from its
inception, leading up to our meeting today. The
package performance study began with a series of public
meetings to collect views on possible future work and
shipments of spent fuel, and to identify possible
follow-on work through a new regulatory report, CR 6672
that we issued in March of 2000.

In 1999, we had our first series of public
meetings. After the first set of these four public
package performance study meetings, the NRC published
what we call the issues report in June of 2000.

Now, this report compiled stakeholders
input obtained from the four public meetings held in
1999, and from letters and e-mail comments that we
received.

The comments from the stakeholders on the
issues report included nuclear industry groups,
transportation industry groups, the Departments of
Energy, the Department of Transportation, the State,
local and tribal governments, public interest groups,
and members of the public.

I will note as well that many of the

people at our roundtable discussion today were
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participants in these meetings in 1999 and their
comments were reflected and considered as we are moving
forward in this study.

Now, to discuss whether the issues reports
accurately captured the comments and suggestions, and
to discussion recommendations to resolve the comments,
four additional public meetings were held in the year
2000.

After these meetings, the NRC took the
issues report, the recommendations and comments, and
began an extensive what we call planing phase for the
package performance study.

The first major product of this planning
phase for the package performance study is the topic of
today's meeting, and that is to present the draft test
protocols, and to receive your comments, your views,
and your suggestions.

At our first meeting on the draft test
protocol, which was last week and held in Rockville, we
heard from stakeholders that it was not clear what we
mean each time we stated that the package performance
study was in part developed to improve public
confidence.

The following are a few of the comments on

the project that we hope can do this. First, I would
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like to emphasize that the package performance study is
the first large NRC research project with significant
public input and participation in the scoping, the
planning, and the protocol development.

And as we will be discussing later today
that public participation is envisioned to carry
forward into the test conduct and evaluation, and the
end results.

We are attempting to provide information
to the public about how the tests relate to current
regulatory requirements, and will demonstrate further
how the NRC certified and approved designs are even
under conditions that exceed regulatory design
requirements.

It is important that we consider the test
conditions and ensure that we create them to real
accidents and real live conditions, so that all of us
can understand what the tests represent and what they
don't represent.

We as well need to convince ourselves, as
well as stakeholders, that the program is an
appropriate use of taxpayers and ratepayers money, and
that the tests are useful and meaningful.

In the conduct of the study, we provided

feedback on public inputs and we modified plans based
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on comments and suggestions from our stakeholders. We
as well plan to invite stakeholders to witness the
tests, and to see firsthand and better understand the
conduct and the results.

Reports and other communication tools were
used to inform stakeholders about the results, and what
we would do with them as a regulator, and how they will
affect the safety of future shipments of spent fuel.

Now, what do I see as a success for
today's meeting. The package performance study draft
test protocols report summarizes the fuel tests that
the NRC has proposed to perform under the study as the
policy analysis to be performed to develop the test
summaries.

The tests that we propose involve
previously NRC certified and developed cask designs,
and are not directed, and are not related to the NRC
certification of any specific task design. We have
issued this report for a 90 day public comment period,
which ends on May 30th of this year.

And the report and comment period were
announced in the Federal Register that we published on
February 21st, along with many notices, a press
release, and a mass mailing of over 500 copies of the

package performance study test protocols to those on
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our mailing lists.

The report is as well available on the PPS
webside. I would add that if you are not on the
package performance study mailing list, and would like
to be, please sign up with the staff at the desk, or
with any of the NRC staff that are here with us today.

The purpose of today's public meeting is
to obtain comments on these draft proposals. I
emphasize that no decisions have been made yet, and let
me repeat that as well. This is a major topic, where
we spent some time discussing at the meeting
in Rockville last week.

The draft test protocols are drafted as
protocols. We have not made decisions on what tests
for the parameters and conditions for the test, and
the purpose of our meeting today was to ask for your
views, comments, and suggestions so we can consider
them as we move forward.

As Chip mentioned, I am happy to see such
a large group of qualified participants on the panel,
on the roundtable, as well as in the audience, and I am
confident and hopeful that the comments will help the
NRC develop the best and most appropriate test plan for
the package performance study.

And finally let me know that we are also
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interested to hear from you if you found that this
meeting and its format are useful and productive or if
not.

The meeting evaluation forms are at the
back or at the side table with the other handouts, and
I would encourage you to please if you could to take
the time and fill those and give us feedback on your
perspectives on today's meeting, as well as suggestions
if you feel that there are areas for improvement, and
how we could modify or change these meetings to make
them more productive.

However, if you opt not to provide the
valuation forms, but you will later be providing
written comments to us on the draft test protocols, I
would encourage you as well that it is acceptable to
include any comments on the conduct of tonight's
meeting in those comments as well.

I thank you and look forward to a very
productive meeting.

FACILITATOR CAMERON: Thank you, Bill, and
I would just ask all of you to just bear with us and
let us get the rest of the context out, and then we
will go for questions for everybody.

And I wanted to remind people, and I don't

think that I emphasized this before, is that because we
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are taking a transcript, obviously anything that you
are going to say is going to be recorded on that
transcript, which will be publicly available.

And when we do go out to the audience I
would jus ask you to give your name and affiliation, if
appropriate, so that we can have that on the record.

Yes, Bob?

MR. HALSTEAD: Chip, when 1is that
transcript going to be available do you think?

FACILITATOR CAMERON: Good point. When
will the transcript, for example, from the Washington
meeting be available, and when will this one be
available, and in one form.

And I am getting seven working days from
the stenographer, who has to do the work, and so that
is probably a good data point there. Seven days to the
NRC, okay? And when this will be available on the
website or for distribution?

STAFF MEMBER: I don't have an exact date,
but we do get an electronic copy of the documents, and
so we will put that on the website as soon as possible.

FACILITATOR CAMERON: Okay. For this
meeting, it should be available and on the website by
the end of next week. And the transcript of the

Washington, D.C. meeting -- Amy, can you answer that?
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MS. SNYDER: Yes, I can answer that. What
we will do is put the transcripts from each meeting on
the package performance website, study website, and in
addition it will be on the Adams Systems, and we will
do that within a few days from when we get it from the
court reporter.

FACILITATOR CAMERON: So possibly the
beginning of next week. Judy.

MS. TREICHEL: Well, I will hold off on my
questions until the other speaker speaks and you are
opening it up, but change the word storage on the top
of the agenda to transport. We are not here to talk
about spent fuel storage casks, I think.

FACILITATOR CAMERON: That is a pretty
excellent point, Judy. Thank you, and so noted, right?

MR. BOYLE: Our apologies.

FACILITATOR CAMERON: Okay. Let's go to -
- we are going to go to Dr. Andy Murphy, who is from
the Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research, and he is
the project manager for this study. And as Bill Brach
pointed out the spent fuel project office is assisting
the Office of Research with this project.

Andy's career has been 24 years with the
NRC, and his career has been focusing on earth science,

seismic, and structural engineering issues. And he has
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managed a lot of large scale test programs for reactor
systems, and components, and other types of activities,
and that's why he has good expertise in terms of
managing this particular testing program.

And before he joined the NRC, he was a
research scientist at Columbia University at the Lamont
Doherty Earth Observatory there. His bachelors degree
is in geophysical engineering, and has a graduate
degree in seismology, and Andy, I will turn it over to
you now.

DR. MURPHY: Good morning. I would 1like
to welcome all of you, and this first wview graph
indicates that we are talking about transportation
casks, and that's for sure, and we are going to be
talking about a program that we refer to as the package
performance study.

I will try not to hit you with the jargon
of the PPS too often. The other folks listed on there
are the ones that have worked with me in developing the
test protocol plans that we will be talking about
today.

We have mentioned the Federal Register
notice for this program for the test protocol report
that we will be talking about, and there are a number

of names and contacts listed in there. I am giving you
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this as the principal point of contact or the plan of
contact of last resort.

Remember this one, because I will make
certain that if you have questions or comments that
they will be answered. So what topics am I going to be
talking about this morning?

That is the objectives of the program, and
our current status, the staff proposal, and we will be
talking about both the impact and the fire tests, and
some specific issues that the staff has identified for
which we are looking for a comment from the public.

And the public here means everybody, and
that includes on both sides of the public table, in the
United States and internationally. This is a very
large and important program, and we are seeking comment
so that we are able to do the best program that is
possible.

And I think you heard that this is an
expensive program, and we are trying the best that we
can to get all the input so that we can get it right
when we carry it out.

The objectives. We have talked about
these again a little bit this morning, and we will
mention it one more time, is that we are attempting the

best that we can to enhance the public confidence in
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the NRC's ability to safely regqulate the transport of
spent nuclear fuel.

We are trying to impress upon you the
inherent safety of the certified casks. We are also
trying to validate the codes and models that we use to
look at how these casks will respond in the case of
accidents.

We will be carrying out what we call
extreme mechanical and thermal tests on these packages,
and we are carrying this out to validate them, and to
enhance public confidence, and also to refine the data
that we have available for us to carry out risk
estimates.

Ken Sorenson in a moment will make a
reference to NUREG CR 6672, which is a recent study
carried out by the NRC, or commissioned by the NRC and
carried out by Sandia to look at risk estimates.

We wish to refine the calculations there.

We are also interested in emphasizing the
need to accept some level of realism in the accident
scenarios, or the accidents that we take a look at, and
the conditions that we take a look at in these test
programs, or in this test program.

Let me come to that point a little bit

later as it came up with the others. The next view
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graph. The status. I wanted to tell you that at this
stage that the staff does have a proposal on the table,
and it has been published as the NUREG that we are
talking about today, 1768, and that is our preliminary
draft test plan.

The staff, with the assistance from
Sandia, has put considerable thought and effort into
developing a specific test plan, test proposal, and it
represents at this stage a lot of effort and the best
thinking that we have been able to put on to this
program.

As Will indicated, this is our best
effort, but we are very definitely interested in
getting public comment. If we can, and I suspect we
can, improve this package, we want to do that before it
is carried out.

Just one more time. The package is
available. If you have access to the internet, the
address listed on there will give you direct access to
the protocol report, and there is a link at that site
to take you to a comment page, where you can simply
thread in anonymously if you want your comments on the
protocol report that will be recorded, and will be
available to the staff to evaluate and to implement as

appropriate.
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Bill did mention, and I will mention it
one more time, that we have got it out for a 90 day
public comment period, and that goes until the end of
May. What is going to happen with the comments when
they come in, we will use them as I said to develop the
detailed test plans and procedures.

What we are going to actually be doing
with these casks, with full-sized casks, with partial
cask models, and then we will be making that detailed
plan available, and probably again through the internet
and through printed media as well.

The Staff's Proposal. Okay. We are going
to be doing a test or plans to do a test on a rail
cask, as well as a truck cask. We have selected the
Holtec rail cask as a cask to potentially be used in
the program.

It is not fixed, and we have to pick a
cask in order to carry out the realistic simulations,
the calculations, the analysis, that we are required to
put together this test protocol, but it does not amount
to I'll say a specific endorsement of the Holtec cask
or a commitment to use the Holtec cask at this stage.

Back in our meeting, one of our public
meetings, at the time of the issues report, one of the

NRC staff managers made a commitment that we would be
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using a cask that was certified and that a reasonable
prospect of being used for actual shipment.

It was not going to be an obsolete cask
sitting in the boneyard someplace. The points about
the rail impact test that we will be using, and we are
proposing to use an actual cask, a precise cask, and we
will be dropping it from a tower.

This tower will be 250 to 300 feet tall,
and we will be dropping that so that we can obtain an
impact velocity of 75 miles an hour. Our plans are to
drop the cask, and I don't have my coke can, but to
drop it on an angle so that the corner 1lid of the cask
hits first, and what is called a CG, center of gravity-
over-corner impact.

We will be dropping it to obtain at this
stage a proposed speed of 75 miles an hour on to an
unyielding surface. The unyielding surface has been
chosen so that we do not have to model what happens to
mother earth when we drop this thing on it.

The analysis is complicated enough, and
just simply looking at what the kinetic energy from a
fall does to the cask, and we do not want to complicate
our program, and our analysis, to try to decide what
happens to the ground when this thing hits it.

That is why we have gone to an unyielding
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surface, and the unyielding surface also has the effect
of basically doubling the impact speed of the cask when
it hits this target.

So we are talking about the equivalent of
about 150 mile an hour collision between the cask and
a target. The package at this time as we propose will
carry at least one surrogate fuel assembly, and what do
I mean by a surrogate fuel assembly?

And that is a fuel assembly that would be
basically visually indistinguishable from an actual
fuel assembly, except that it will not have actual
spent fuel on it. We will have a replacement for that.

In the case of the Holtec cask for the
pressurized fuel, the pressurized reactor fuel, that
cask holds 24 assemblies, and we propose to have one of
those assemblies be the surrogate, and the other 23
would be dummies.

And basically they would just be simply
rate and density replacements for the fuel assemblies.

Next is just a simple representation of the Holtec Hi
Star 100 rail cask, and that is this fellow here, made
of about at least five layers of -- this shows six, but
five layers of steel, and the 1lid, and the shielding.

And on this side you have the multipurpose

canister, shown be in inserted into the cask, and if we
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do the Holtec as proposed, we will be using MPC, a
multipurpose canister, in that unit.

This is what a Holtec looks like on a rail
car. The carriage actually for the rail car for actual
shipment would not be this one. The cask would be at
a much lower center of gravity, down in this area, and
so it is a different carriage there.

The proposal for the truck carriage, or
the truck impact, and we will be making use of a
General Atomic GA-4 truck cask. Again, we will be
using an actual cask, and we will drop it from the
tower, and the orientation, and some have been calling
it a backbreaker, but this is an orientation that will
bypass the impact limiters.

If you take a look at the model that is
outside on the truck, that would be dropped like it is
shown, and then there would be a projection like a
concrete couvert, and it would be a semi-circle, semi-
cylinder, and probably clad in steel, with concrete on
the inside.

So again it would be an unyielding part of
the target, and it would again be mounted on the
unyielding target that we would be using for the rail
cask.

The orientation, again, a backbreaker; and
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proposed speed, 75 miles an hour on to an unyielding
surface, and again this would be like I said equivalent
to 150 mile an hour collision.

We would have one surrogate assembly in
there, and that is one of out four, and so three of
them would be dummies. Here we have a nice color
picture
of what the GA-4 looks like, with the impact limiters,
and the fuel assemblies in here, and the various other
components that make up the unit.

The staff is proposing to carry out a
thermal test, and the thermal test will follow in the
sequence after the impact test. We will be testing
both casks, and we will be using a fully engulfing,
optically dense, hydrocarbon fire. What does that
jargon mean?

That means that the cask will be fully
surrounded by the fire, and that you will not be able
to see through the fire to the cask. What difference
does that make?

Well, that means that physically the heat
that is generated is not -- is in effect all going into
the cask. But that the fire that is surrounding the
cask will go into making the cask hot, and with that

stumbling, I will say that Chris Bajwa a little bit
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later on will give you a far better explanation of
that.

And the hydrocarbon fire, that's easy, and
that just simply means that it will be an oil-based,
jet fuel-based, fire. The duration that we are
proposing at this stage is more than a half-an-hour.

The half-hour would be necessary for us to
see the trends in the heat up of the cask at various
points within the cask system; on the inside, and the
outside, and on the assemblies and so forth.

So that we would have a very good idea of
what is happening, and how the cask is heating up, and
how the energy from the fire is getting the cask to
raise its temperature.

Specific issues for comment. These are
listed several times in the protocol report, and so I
will not go through them here, but Will mentioned
something -- this is a change from the viewgraph that
we used in Washington.

We observed that there was considerable
comment that we should be thinking about testing for
failure. This is an issue that we had not previously
identified and put on here, and so making emphasis here
that we would be interested, very interested, in

getting comments on the proposal to test the cask for
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failure.

There is obviously also the question in
that what does failure mean for this particular
condition, but again a point being added to the
comments. And that concludes my presentation at this
time. Thank you.

FACILITATOR CAMERON: All right. Thank
you very much, Andy. We have one more presentation for
you, and then we will go to you for questions. Our
next presentation is going to be by Mr. Ken Sorenson,
and he is going to give you some more specifics on the
test protocol.

And as I mentioned, we are getting some
expert help from Sandia National Laboratories, and Ken
is from the Sandia National Laboratories, in the
Transportation Risk and Packing Department.

And that help involves computer analysis
on how a cask might perform, and testing of casks, risk
assessment. And he is on the editorial board of the
International Journal of the Transportation of Nuclear
Materials Packages.

And he is also the chairman of the Package
and Transport Division of the Institute of Nuclear
Material Managment. And he has a Bachelors degree in

Civil Engineering from the University of Arizona, and
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a Masters degree in Civil Engineering from the
University of Arizona.

He also has a Masters of Business
Administration from the University of New Mexico, and
with that, Ken, go ahead.

MR. SORENSON: Okay. Thank you, Chip.
Good morning everybody. On behalf of Sandia, it is a
pleasure to be here this morning, and we are looking
forward to the discussion and also to getting your
comments and feedback.

At our meeting last week at the NRC
headquarters, I think we had a very good day, and as
Andy mentioned, we had a lot of good feedback I think,
and already we are starting to look at that, in terms
of how we can construct the protocols, and then the
testing, so that we meet the broadest range of issues
and concerns to meet the objectives of the package
performance study.

As I said earlier at my introduction at
the table, Sandia is the technical organization
supporting the NRC on the package performance study.

All the analysis that you see in the protocols was
done at Sandia, and I do recognize those who actually
produced the analysis and the reports, and those are

Doug Ammerman and Bob Kalan, Carlos Lopez, and Jeremy
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Sprung.

My way of background, I would like to form
a little time bridge if I may between the year 2000 and
where we are today with the protocols. In 2000, as
Bill Brach mentioned earlier, is when we issued the
reexamination of spent fuel shipment risk estimates,
and that is in NUREG CR6672, and if you would indulge
me, I will just call it 6672 at this point.

And we used these estimates at public
meetings, and I will talk more about the public
meetings, because it is important, because they have a
lot to do with where we are today in protocols. But we
used a series of public meetings before the 6672 was
published, and then four weeks after 6672 was
published, to get comment and feedback on the document.

And to use that then as a springboard to
go forward with the package performance study. And
indeed these public comments that we got really did set
some stakes in the ground that provided some
guideposts for us to structure what you see today, in
terms of giving us some direction, general direction,
on how best to proceed.

In those meetings, there is really -- it
all boils down to two little basic comments that we got

back, both from the technical people and from the
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public, and first of all that is shown is that you need
to do a better refined analysis to better capture a
transport cask response to these very severe mechanical
and thermal environments.

It is important to point at this point
that 6672 and the protocols right now as they are
structured, do not cover loading conditions as
specified in the NRC Regulations, 10 CFR 71, and they
are mainly conditions that are more severe than the
conditions that are in the regulations.

The second general comment that we got was
that it was important to do field testing, and to
demonstrate the ability of the analyses to capture cask
response in these very severe mechanical and thermal
environments.

And also to provide a demonstration of the
robustness of the designs, and the result in casks in
these very severe moving environments. After the round
of public meetings, we assimilated all the comments and
put them out as an issues report, and that literally
provided the benchmark for us to go forward and
structure the package performance study.

The issues report was phase one in the
package performance study, and now the second part as

you see today is the protocols. In the issues report,
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there is five main recommendations that came out, and
that again kind of formed the basis of where we are
today in the structuring of the protocols.

The first two are to perform very refined
comprehensive 3-D computer analyses to capture the cask
behavior in extreme mechanical and thermal loading
environments.

Some of the comments that we got back from
6672 was that, for example, that the fire analysis that
we used was a one-dimensional fire analysis, and we had
a lot of comment that you really should do a better 3-D
type of analyses.

For the mechanical loadings, we had to --
for the clonal end of the modeling for the cask, we had
a relatively coarse model that was due to some funding
and schedule constraints.

And so that was recognized and it was one
of the public issue comments that we got, and
recommended in that issues report that we needed to do
a more refined 3-D analysis of the mechanical loadings
on the cask as well.

And then we heard a lot that you need to
do testing, and not just any old testing. You need to
do testing of casks that would be currently certified

NRC casks, and it would be casks that would be used for
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large transportation campaigns, and like to Yucca
Mountain, for example.

And so one of the main recommendations is
to do testing, and to do it both for mechanical impacts
and also for the thermal tests. The test protocols
that you have today are the proposed test parameters
for your review and comment.

After we assimilate the comments that we
get from the public meetings that we have, then we will
develop some defined test procedures that will actually
define the tests that we will then conduct.

The fourth comment was to conduct fuel
testing experiments to see how the actual fuel
assemblies themselves performed in these severe
mechanical and thermal environments. There is not a
lot of test data available frankly in terms of how fuel
assemblies perform under these extreme loading
environments.

And that, fifth, is to reconstruct the
accident event trees and accident speed and fire
duration distributions. A lot of comment that we got
back that the data that has been used in 6672 and
previous reports is dated. It is 15 years later, and
there have been changes in important things, like speed

limits have changed from 55 to 70 or 75 miles an hour.
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And so it is important to go back and look
at those accident distributions and make sure that
there has not been any dramatic changes, or if there
have been, to incorporate those in the risk studies.

The protocol that you see before you
really involve the first three recommendations.
Recommendation 4 and 5 from the issues report are not
part of the test protocols. The impact tests on the
fuel is on a different schedule, and the accident event
trees and the accident speed and fire duration
distributions is not a test activity, and so that would
be performed separately from what you see in the
protocols.

So today's discussion really does revolve
around the first three recommendations; the computer
code analyses for the severe mechanical and thermal
environments, and also then the type of testing that is
being proposed.

So the document that you have before you
today, the test protocols, the three main functions of
that document is basically to stimulate your thinking
on how to perform, or to develop, or to define these
tests that we have proposed.

And part of that is to identify candidate

casks for the tests. 1In the issues reports, you may
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recall that we talked about one cask test with a rail
cask in the protocols, and that has been changed, and
there is actually now discussion about doing both the
rail cask and the truck cask tests.

In the protocols, we describe the concepts
for the impact and the fire tests. You may read these,
the protocols, and be thinking to yourself that there
is not a lot of definitions, in terms of what is the
failure criteria, and those sorts of things, and there
is a range in speed for the impact.

And we did that on purpose. We didn't
want to set specific test parameters. We really wanted
to provide more of a range so that we could get public
impact or public discussion on that.

And then we used computer analyses again
to help define the orientation of these candidate cask
drops, and speed, and those sorts of things. And then
finally we used the protocols to solicit public opinion
or for public comment.

I have a couple of pictures of the
computer code analyses here, and again Jjust to
stimulate a little bit of thought on your part for the
discussion period. This is a picture of the Holtec Hi
Star cask, and Andy talked about the center of gravity-

over corner impact, and basically tried it up instead
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of down.

But anyway it is to represent or simulate
a drop test enter of gravity-over-corner of the cask,
and with the impact limiter, and you can see that we
get a lot of good information out of the impact
limiter.

This is at 75 miles per miles and which is
the recommended drop speed for the high speed impact
test in the protocols. This graph here shows the
acceleration on the cask, and we did body acceleration
on the cask or deceleration if you will as a function
of time.

And this plot is the actual deceleration
of the cask, and this is all through analysis again.

And you will see that we get an acceleration of that
cask at about 100 G's. We also did a drop test
analysis on the very same cask at the regulatory 9
meter drop, and that resulted in an acceleration on the
cask, and reached an acceleration of about 30 G's, a
little over 30 G's.

So as you can see, in this particularly
recommended orientation for this particular design, the
speed, we really do have a severe test on this
particular package relative to the 9 millimeter drop

test in the regulations.
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This is the GA-4 truck cask, and as was
mentioned earlier, this was a decision by the NRC to
include the truck cask after the issues report was
actually published. We were looking for an
orientation, a drop test, that would provide us some
new information relative to what we were planning on
getting with the rail test. But we just did not want
to repeat the same test.

And this is an example of how the issues
report in the public comment period really helped in
deciding that on this particular orientation, because
one of the comments, or a lot of the comments that we
got from the public was what about an accident where
you bypass the impact limiters.

And the perfect example is what we call a
backbreaker test, and as Andy mentioned earlier, you
could visualize that as a bridge above it perhaps, with
the cask traveling transversely, and hitting this big
bridge abutment, and the impact numbers really don't
come into play on that.

And so that is why we are recommending
this particular orientation for the truck cask, and we
think that it really will give us some added
information in the performance of these types of casks.

And vyou <can see here again the
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acceleration plot versus time, and you get a pretty
high acceleration of 150 G's max, and then an average
acceleration of about 100 G's on that particular cask.

And in this analysis, we did not include
the impact numbers, although the mass impact numbers
are included in the cask, and so we have an accurate
simulation of the mass while dropping it as that
particular speed.

Again, we used 75 miles per hour as the
proposed cask speed for the impact on that cask. This
is some analyses for the fire test, and this is the
Holtec Hi Star cask here, and the three analyses shown
here on the left, this is one meter above the pool
fire, and this is an analysis with the cask on the
ground, which is pretty probable if you were to have an
accident and followed by a subsequent fire.

And then this is with the cask 3 meters
above the pool fire, and that probably from a realistic
standpoint is not highly probable, but we have been
looking at the environment, and how the cask responds
to particular environments.

The thing that we are looking at here is
what is called a vapor dome, and this is the relatively
dark area underneath the cask, where you do not get

complete combustion of the fuel.
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There is not enough oxygen to combust all
that fuel mixture, and so you have relatively cool air
underneath that cask where that vapor dome is. So at
3 meters, we were looking for what would happen if we
got the cask above the vapor dome and see how that
affected the surface temperatures of the cask.

This particular picture is shown at one
meter by the pool, and you see a relatively cool area
underneath the cask where that vapor dome is, and then
higher temperatures on the top surface.

This is a graph of the surface temperature
at different locations on the cask as a function of
time. And for these analyses, we took them out to one
hour, 60 minutes for these particular analyses.

And again there has been no decision made
in terms of how long to do these fire tests, or at
least the orientation of the fire tests and those sorts
of things. As Andy said earlier, at this point the
proposal is to make it longer than 30 minutes.

And then just to wrap it up and tell you
about some of the technical reviews that we have had on
the protocols to get us to this point, and we have had
a fair amount of reviews internally, and by external
technical people as well, to get their feedback and

comments.
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And we first introduced the protocol type
process and the package performance study at PATRAM
'0l, and PATRAM is an international transportation
conference that is held every three years, both
internationally and in the United States, and it
happened to be in Chicago.

Rob Lewis from the NRC gave a plenary on
the package performance and what the NRC plans were for
this particular program. In April of last year, about
a year ago, we had two expert review panels review the
draft protocols at Sandia.

And one was a structural panel, and one
was a structural panel, and the other was a thermal
panel, and we had people from industry, and people from
academia, review the technical aspects of the
protocols, and we got their comments back from them and
incorporated them into what you see today as
appropriate.

In June of 2002, we also made a
presentation to the Advisory Committee on Nuclear
Waste, and then in June again of 2002 we also made a
presentation to the National Academy of Sciences. So
that concludes my talk, and thank you for your time.

FACILITATOR CAMERON: Okay. Thanks a lot,

Ken. Let's go to Bob Halstead for our first question
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on the presentations. Bob.

MR. HALSTEAD: Well, I have a statement on
the matter of transportation and risk reexamination as
it is presented in the document known as NUREG CR 6672,
and I will have a question at the end, Chip. Now, most
people in this room are not familiar with this report.

It is a very important report, because it
is the foundation study, and so pretty much everything
that we are talking about in the package performance
study.

For those of you who have not read it, it
may surprise you to find that the NRC study written by
Sandia concluded that the risks of transportation of
spent nuclear fuel were basically one-third of the
risks identified in previous NRC studies.

And we reject that conclusion, and we
reject the process that was used to prepare that
report, and we believe that the NRC is misusing this
report. We know for a fact that the Department of
Energy is misusing this report.

And please bear with me while I go through
six points of analysis, because it is very important
that we not only understand the technical deficiencies
in this risk assessment report, but that we understand

how important it is that the NRC not repeat the
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defective public participation process that precluded
the State of Nevada and other stakeholders for having
a say and perhaps preventing that report from making
the mistakes it makes.

First of all, the draft and final reports
were prepared at Sandia National Labs under a veil of
secrecy. The State of Nevada on at least three
occasions requested the opportunity to review the draft
report, and we were rejected.

Secondly, the NRC staff, when asked about
the report in public meetings around the country --
and, Bill, I personally had this exchange with Corbin
Harney, now retired, but to many people in the business
known as one of the most respected NRC staff people in
this area, simply said that he was not allowed to talk
about the report.

The third point is that the NRC refused to
issue this very important report as a draft report for
formal review and comment.

The fourth point is that neither the NRC
nor Sandia National Labs have responded to the more
than 25 pages of detailed technical criticism provided
by the State of Nevada and Clark County.

And point five 1is that we are very

specifically concerned that neither the NRC nor Sandia
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responded to the list of 21 very severe historical
highway and railway accidents which we believed created
forces that exceed the cask performance standards,
those standards that are supposed to protect public
health and safety that are in the NRC regulations.

And point number six is that we believe
that the NRC staff and Sandia, in their use of the risk
examination report, generally and specifically in this
proceeding appeared to be using NUREG CR 6672 as if it
had formally supplanted the previous legal basis for
risk assessments and environmental impact assessments,
and we believe that directly contradicts the policy
statement made by Chair Meserve in a letter to my boss,
Bob Lutz, dated January 2nd, 2001.

I won't belabor you by reading the letter,
but I will have it placed in the record and put on the
website. The bottom line here is that these risk
estimates are so low that they undermine my confidence
as an analyst, and the confidence of many other
stakeholders in the process.

And ironically the NRC's own advisory
committee on nuclear waste, as I read the transcript of
their June 28th, 2002 meeting, came to the conclusion
that, wow, if the risk are this low, why in the world

are we talking about spending millions of dollars
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testing these casks.

Unfortunately the risks are not that low,
but unfortunately the Department of Energy has already
adopted this report, in contradiction to the policy
established by Chairman Meserve as if it were a final
revision for the basis of this assessment.

Today we are putting the NRC on notice
that we will hold you accountable to the policy
position taken by the Chairman when the NRC presents
its license application.

And if they continue to use NUREG CR 6672,
you will have to defend the credibility of this entire
program. The way that we read it, NUREG CR 6672 is at
best a working document or a working hypothesis which
you intend to pursue through the package performance
study full-scale testing.

But this report is being misused by the
NRC and DOE and it undermines any basis of public
confidence in the risk assessments that are being made
by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. Thank you.

FACILITATOR CAMERON: Okay. And I would
just -- and this is very important obviously for the
NRC here, and what I would like to do though is to try
to see if there are any questions out here and -- and

I will get back to that, but I just wanted to remind
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people that this part is about questions, and then we
get to the next discussion segment, we want to hear all
of the statements, like Bob's.

And I guess when we do get there, I would
like the NRC to perhaps talk about the relationship --
Bob raised a lot of points about that report that go to
the report, but there is also some generic 1lessons
perhaps, and that's how we started out, but the most
important thing is how does that report drive if it
does at all the draft test protocol. Now, Jim,
qguestion?

MR. CHANNELL: Yes. I had a question on a
clarification. 1In reading the background material, it
was not completely clear to me whether the fire test
was going to be with tasks that had been subject to the
75 mile per hour impact tests first or not.

Sandia made some arguments about the
problems of perhaps doing these fire tests with a
damaged cask, and so I just wanted to clarify or ask
the question of what the current proposal is.

FACILITATOR CAMERON: Go ahead, Andy.

DR. MURPHY: The current proposal is that
it will be a sequential test. We will take the cask
that was used for the impact test, and put it in the

fire test. It will be impact, followed by fire, with
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the same task.

MR. CHANNELL: If you lose containment in
the impact test, you won't be able to test what the
fire test had on containment.

DR. MURPHY: Yes, we are aware that there
are numerous technical issues that will have to be
addressed in making any final decisions on how these
tests will be carried out, but right now specifically
the staff proposal is to do the impact test, followed
by the fire test.

MR. CHANNELL: All right.

FACILITATOR CAMERON: Let's go to Judy,
and then Cash, and then I think we will go to Bill.
Judy .

MS. TREICHEL: First, I want to make the
statement that twice it was mentioned that this is
talking about transportation to a repository, and then
specifically to Yucca Mountain. The task force will
not cooperate and/or participate in anything that is
cooperation of getting waste to Yucca Mountain.

We absolutely oppose that, and the reason
that I am here and possibly others at the table is
because we believe that there needs to be safe
transportation of spent fuel and high level waste for

safety reasons.
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And I think there are going to be
occasions when that stuff needs to be moved, and I
think the casks should be capable of doing that, and I
think the public should have confidence that DOE or
whoever it is, a utility or whatever, it able to use a
certified cask certified by the NRC that is safe.

That is the reason that I am here, and
that is why I am participating in not any way to
further or give the public confidence that Yucca
Mountain is a good idea, and I want that on the record
first.

FACILITATOR CAMERON: All right.

MS. TREICHEL: When you showed one of the
slides, and I think it was in the second presentation,
you showed an MPC inside the shipping container. Is
that to be the situation with any of the tests, and
will it be done without the MPC inside?

DR. MURPHY: We are proposing two impact
tests; one with the GA-4, which does not have an MPC
associated with it, and the Holtec, which does. We are
testing the units as they are to be used in a certified
campaign.

And part of the reasoning here is that we
are attempting to challenge the capabilities of the

codes and we wanted to see how well they would perform
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with an impact 1limiter, or excuse me, with a
multipurpose canister and without, and it was a good
observation that the Holtec does have the multipurpose
canister associated with it, and it will be tested that
way .

FACILITATOR CAMERON: Thank you. Bill,
did you want to say something before we go to the rest
of the questions, or --

MR. BRACH: Yes, I do. I want to preface
my comments first, because I don't want this to sound
or come across as a point/counter-point type of
discussion or interaction.

But a few of the comments that Bob had
mentioned I do believe warrant some comment or
response. First, NUREG CR 6672, I briefly mentioned
it, and both Ken and Andy made reference to it in their
discussions as well.

That was a report that the NRC issued in
March of 2000. It was a report as Ken has mentioned
that we had a contract with Sandia National
Laboratories to conduct and prepare, and it was not a
report, and in the process it was not an activity that
we have as a public participatory process that we have
today.

You might recall one of the slides -- and
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that is an active public participatory process, and it
fairly contrasts our generation of the contract report
that was an NRC and Sandia activity to the activity
that we are carrying out today, and that report was an
NRC-sponsored study issued as a contractor report, and
it did not have -- and it was not planned to be issued
for public review and comment.

Bob also mentioned that there were a
number of comments that both the State of Nevada, as
well as a number of other folks, that were raised to us
on the NUREG 6672.

I would offer and recall to some of the
folks that are here that when we issued the issues
report on the package performance study in June of
2000, we at that same time actively asked for public
review and comment on 6672 as part of that second
series of public meetings that we had on the package
performance study.

And we did get from a number of
stakeholders, some that are here today, and some in
other arenas, comments on that report, and those
reports are listening to those comments and factoring
into, and considering in our plans for the package
performance study for the types of tests that should be

carried out.
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And as Ken had mentioned, part of the risk
analyses that we carry out with the information that we
have gained from the package performance study. So I
just wanted to clarify those points, and the last point
that I would make reference to is that in my
discussions as well, I know that the NRC has conducted
three transportation studies in the last 25 years.

I didn't identify those specifically, but
the very first one was the environmental impact
statement that the NRC, actually in cooperation with
the Department of Transportation, predated back in the
1970s.

That EIS formed the basis and continues to
form the basis for our regulations in 10 CFR Part 71
for transportation. Subsequent studies, the mobile
study in reference to the NUREG 6672 study, those were
not supplants for, and did not take the place of the
EIS, and it was merely based on NRC's and our
contractor's review and analysis, and continued to
provide to us information that supports the continued
validity of the environmental impact statement we
issued back in -- I believe it was 1977. Thank you.

FACILITATOR CAMERON: Okay.

MR. HALSTEAD: Chip, can I make just a

quick response and I won't tie this up. I appreciate
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that clarification, Bill, and you have gotten right to
the point that is important to us. I am not sure that
it injures the State of Nevada that there is a report
out there that we feel is wrong and with the deficient
public process in and of itself.

It injured because the Department of
Energy and other entities are using this report as if
it were a final report, and again you may not have even
seen the Chairman's letter.

You might have written it, but I noticed
that with many letters that there is no carbon copy
list on this. And what the Chairman said is that as
you said, NUREG 0170 and Table 4 in the regulation
continue to be the NRC's basis for this assessment.

The problem is that when the NRC puts its
name on a contractor report that it is such a powerful
endorsement that people pick that report up and cite it
as if it were gospel and validated by full-scale
testing, which it is not.

I personally had to take a statement from
a Department of Energy contractor at the waste
management conference in Tucson last week, and that
some people were there and witnessed, in which this
document was cited as the definitive statement on risk.

And furthermore the Department of Energy
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used this in their final EIS, which was delivered on
Valentine's Day last year. So contrary to the
Chairman's view, there never was an opportunity for the
public to challenge the way DOE used this.

So I want to proceed with this study, but
I want to make it clear right now that the foundation
document of this study has been challenged by many
people on detailed technical grounds, and I appreciate
the fact that you seemed to have learned that this was
a bad way to do public participation.

And I will say that the way that you are
conducting this meeting, this process is the way that
you should do it. Nonetheless, we believe it has
injured the State of Nevada and its residents that this
report is out, and it can be misused by any number of
parties, including the Department of Energy, and FDIS,
that will probably be submitted to you as part of a
licensing package.

FACILITATOR CAMERON: Okay. Let's try to
keep this on the relationship to the test protocol and
forward moving. And I think that Bob has made a couple
of relationships there, but when we get to the next
discussion period, maybe the specific information that
people would want to know from the NRC is how does this

NUREG influence the draft test protocols, and I don't
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want to get into that now.

But I think that is the type of
information that we need to get at. Let's go to Diane,
and then Cash, and then to Bonnie. Diane.

MS. NIELSON: Thank you. I am going to
make an assumption here, and if I am incorrect, that
may answer the question. We are talking about testing
these new casks, and I appreciate that we are talking
about sequential testing.

But I am not hearing anything about
testing of used casks. When the State of Utah reviewed
the proposal for PPS, for present fuel storages
proposed facility, their intent is to reuse those
transportation casks.

And if that is in fact the way that the
operations will ultimately be approved, then I would
like to understand what the NRC's plan is for a testing
regimen for used casks, and their components, and
particularly the components that are 1likely to be
stressed through use such as the bolts.

FACILITATOR CAMERON: Great gquestion.
Andy, Ken, Bill? Bill Brach.

MR. BRACH: Well, first to clarify, your
understanding is correct. The tests that we have

described today would be tests of newly fabricated
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packages, and again the question as Andy had said was
that the draft proposal would be a Holtec rail task and
a GA for truck cask.

Now, going directly to the questions that
you have raised with regard to testing of used casks,
I want to stress that the package performance study,
and I tried to identify this from the opening comments.
the purpose of the study is not to determine or
validate if you will the adequacy of the current Reg
rules and regulations.

We are very comfortable based on the
current rules, and regulations, and standards on the
current use of spent fuel packages. And that includes
if you will the reuse.

A certificate for a transportation package
is issued for a 5 year period, and at that time the
certificate holder is required to come in to request a
renewal or to request modifications of that package
design.

And that goes through again another NRC
review of that certificate. And that would include as
well if there are any conditions of use that would
raise a question with regard to the continuing ability
of that package design to meet its form, fit, and

function with regard to materials, and use would be a
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question that would be looked at with regard to any
questions that might be outstanding with regard to the
continued use of a cask that has been used in multiple
events or multiple occasions.

FACILITATOR CAMERON: Diane, does that
answer your question, or do you have a follow-up to
that?

MS. NIELSON: I appreciate the process. I
guess with that response, my request would be that you
consider full-scale testing of a used cask, or that you
consider establishing along with this protocol a
protocol that would include a scheduling of review and
examination of casks.

And not just an assumption that if the
cask passes the test initially that it will be able to
sustain that performance for the five years, or
whatever it is estimated to be in use.

FACILITATOR CAMERON: And as a preview for
our overarching issues discussion, from what I am
hearing Diane say, is that if we have a realism
objective for the test protocols, it is because that
these casks -- that it would be more realistic to test
used casks. Okay. We will go to Cash and then to
Bonnie.

MR. JSASCZAK: Well, the discussions have
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yielded a certain amount from where it was when the
question was prompted and it went to where Jim and Andy
were talking. The first one was did their computer
testing and their modeling, and then the full-scale
test as part of this protocol, and that is basically
one question.

The second then is if whether these are
new or used casks, and I assume that there is a quality
assurance program in place to address that point,
because it doesn't make sense on anything that you do
over a period of time to test it once and forget about
it.

That you have some sort of a assurance
program that there is rigidity, continuity, and
integrity to this process, and that it is just the once
and forget it.

I don't believe that is where you are
going, and so in terms of the casks themselves, how do
you get to the temperature, the internal temperature of
the cask, whether it is the bent cask, the dropped
cask, the fire, and when they are all put together, how
do you do that, and how do you have assurances in the
process that you have not destroyed your measuring
process, if there is one inside.

And then the third question is that the
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calculations of the 75 miles per hour, and from a Nye
County perspective, not as the most affected county in
the State, and not whether this is going forward or
not, and we are making an assumption that it is, and we
have to react that way, we want you to be as successful
as possible so our safety and surety of this program is
in place.

And we want that moral high ground,
regardless of where the State goes on this issue, or
where this whole program ends up, we want this to be a
good protocol and a good test.

Therefore, we really want to have the
input focused on that part of it, as opposed to the who
shot John.

FACILITATOR CAMERON: Okay. Did you
capture the three -- there are three questions.

DR. MURPHY: I think we got the three, and
I will answer I believe the first two,and that is that
first associated with predictions, we will be carrying
or having our contractor, Sandia, carry out predictive
analysis of what we expect to happen to the casks in
the tests that are proposed, the tests that are carried
out.

Those predictions and those analysis will

be publicly available before the test happen, and it is
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our intent at this stage that it is the easiest to
think about the impact test, that we will be having a
tutorial for the public before we carry out the tests
to explain what is happening and what to expect.

And then we will carry out the tests and
if everything goes well, the folks will be able to
approach the casks. If we had predicted a four inch
dent in the cask associated with the drop, folks will
be able to approach the cask and indeed see that there
is a four inch dent.

Part of the prediction process will be a
condition of the success for that prediction. We have
not decided on what those will be. Let's say we are
talking about a 4 inch dent, we will tell you that a 3
inch dent, or a 5 inch dent represents the range of
uncertainty in our calculations.

The other question that you were asking
about is OA. There will be very definitely a QA
program associated with the work that the contractor is
doing, and the calculations that they are making, and
the whole process there.

There will also be QA programs associated
with the manufacturer of the casks, and there is a QA
program required for the purchaser of the cask so that

we believe that you will be fairly well covered on the
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double-check that the process is assured, and that
there can be confidence in that process.

And I will ask Ken to address some of the
thermal points that you were making.

MR. SORENSON: Right now there are no
plans to internally heat the casks during the tests,
and some of the objectives are to be able to predict
cask response to particular environments, and we want
to demonstrate that we can do that with what has been
proposed.

And adding an internal heat source is a
relatively easy thing to do analytically, and we don't
see that as really adding to the value of the technical
part of this program.

MR. JSASCZAK: On one follow-up, how about
the puncture tests that you are testing that is
currently I believe not included in this process?

DR. MURPHY: That's correct. A puncture
test is not currently included in the process. If you
are making the comment that we should consider that,
that will be for someone else, as someone has already
made that one.

So, yes, it 1is beyond our agenda to
address whether we should be doing a puncture test as

well as the impact tests.
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MR. JSASCZAK: So I head you say that has
already been brought up in one of your other meetings,
and so that is one of the things that is already part
of the consideration process as you move forward?

DR. MURPHY: That is correct. That is a
comment that we received, and we would be pleased to
get a second comment to that effect if you would be
kind enough to make it. We will have formal written
remarks that will be done before the end that include
virtually all of these.

FACILITATOR CAMERON: Okay. Let's go to
Bonnie, and then to Mike, and then we will go across to
Judy. Bonnie.

MS. BOBB: First of all, concerning the
time of testing. I noticed that you put down half-an-
hour. I just want to say that our reservation is
located about 12 miles from one of the rail sites, or
a little further than that, and I drove from there and
it took me 6 hours to get here.

And you are proposing a thermal test of a
half-an-hour, and I wondered about the rationale behind
that. The other thing that I wanted to know is if you
are talking about an unyi